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Sacramento, December 1, 1911. 
To His Excellency, Hiram W. Johnson, Governor: 

Sir: The State Board of Equalization respectfully submits the fol- 
lowing Special Report. This report has been prepared for the purpose 
of meeting whfet seems to be a very general demand for official infor- 
mation concerning the operation, during its first year, of the tax amend- 
ment to the constitution, and especially with reference to the effect on 
counties and cities of the withdrawal of property formerly assessed and 
taxed by them, when taken in connection with their release from gen- 
eral state taxation. Th^aim has been to present facts, not to discuss 
or argue. 

Respectfully submitted. 

A. B. NYE, Chairman. 

EDWARD ROLKIN, 

JOHN MITCHELL, 

R. E. COLLINS, 

JEFF McELVAINE, 

T. M. EBY, Secretary. 

The new tax laws and their enforcement. 

The constitutional amendment, commonly known as Senate Constitu- 
tional Amendment No. 1, ** providing for the separation, of state and 
local taxation, providing for the taxation of public service and other 
corporations for the benefit of the State, etc.," was approved by the 
people of the State on November 8, 1910, by a vote of 141,312 for and 
96,493 against. 

The amendment provided that * * all provisions of this section shall be 
self -executing. ' ' It fixed the first Monday in March as the date when 
the new taxes should be assessed and should become a lien, and the year 
ending December 81st as the year for which the gross receipts, used as a 
measure of some of the taxes, should be computed. It also named the 
State Board of Equalization as the administrative arm of the State for 
the execution of the new tax laws [See article XIII, sec. 14, paragraph 
(f) ; also paragraph (c)]. Section 3692 of the Political Code further 
provides that the State Board of Equalization is empowered ''(3) to 
make out, prepare and enforce the use of all forms in relation to the 
assessment of property, collection of taxes and revenue of this state." 
It thus became the duty of the board to prepare at once for the assess- 
ment of the new taxes. 

The Board, accordingly, prepared a list of companies and persons sub- 
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ject to state taxation, prepared blank forms for reports and mailed them 
to each company or person subject to the tax. The following is the list 
of forms used : 



Form 1, S.B. E. 



Form 2 

Form 3 
Form 4 



Form 5 

Form 6 

Form 7 
Form 8 
Form 9 

Form 10 

Form 11 

Form 12 

Form 13 
Form 14 



S. B. E. 



S. B. E. 
S. B. E. 



S. B. E. 

S. B. E. 

S. B. E. 
S. B. E. 
S. B. E. 

S. B. E. 

S. B. E. 

S. B. E. 

S. B. E. 
S. B. E. 



Eeport on General Franchises of Incorporated 
Companies, 1911. 

Report of Companies Engaged in the Transmis- 
sion or Sale of Gas or Electricity, 1911. 

Report of Express Companies, 1911. 

Report of Refrigerator, Oil, Stock, Fruit, and 
Other Car-Loaning and Other Car Companies, 
1911. 

Report of Sleeping Car, Dining Car, Drawing 
Room Car and Palace Car Companies, 1911. 

Report of Telegraph and Telephone Companies, 
1911. 

Report of Railroad Companies, 1911. 

Report of Street Railway Companies, 1911. 

Report of Special Franchises of Water Com- 
panies, 1911. 

Report on "Wharves, Ferries, Toll Roads, Toll 
Bridges and Other Special Franchises, 1911. 

Report on Special Franchises of Oil Pipe Lines, 
1911. 

Report of Commercial and Savings Banks, 
1911. 

Report of Trust Companies, 1911. 

Report of National Banks, 1911. 



The Board also provided six assessment rolls for franchises and one 
each for public-service corporations, banks and insurance. 

The legislature convened in January, 1911, and, on the 28th of the 
same month, a bill was passed making an appropriation to be expended 
by the State Board of Equalization for the purpose of carp^ing into 
effect the new tax system. Early in the session there was introduced 
by the Hon. J. B. Curtin, Senator from the twelfth district, a bill, 
commonly known as Senate Bill No. 13, entitled: ''An act to carry into 
effect the provisions of section fourteen of article thirteen of the con- 
stitution of the State of California as said constitution was amended 
November 8, 1910, providing for the separation of state from local tax- 
ation, and providing for the taxation of public service and other 
corporations, banks and insurance companies for the benefit of the State, 
all relatiDg to revenue and taxation. '' This bill became a law April 1, 
1911, and now constitutes Chapter 335 of the Statutes of the year 1911. 

Under the provisions of the constitution and of the Political Code 
above referred to, many of the reports of companies and persons subject 
to state taxation had been filed prior to the passage of this act. As soon 
as the act became a law the State Board of Equalization began to make 
the assessments in accordance with its provisions. In accord with the 
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provisions of the new law, notice of the completion of the ** record of 
assessments for state taxes" was published on the third Monday before 
the first Monday in July. Hearings were held for three weeks, and on 
the first Monday in July the completed tax rolls, duly certified, were 
turned over to the Controller for collection of the taxes. 

No ad valorem tax for the sixty-third fiscal year. 

The so-called *'tax levy bill,'' namely, Chapter 336 of the Statutes of 
1911, provided for the assessment and levy of taxes amounting to 
$12,404,670.00 and also provided that, *4n the event that the taxes so 
assessed" (to wit, those provided for by section 14 of article XIII of 
the Constitution) ''together with all aviailable revenues other than those 
revenues required by law to be used for special uses, shall not raise said 
sum of twelve million four hundred four thousand six hundred seventy 
dollars" ($12,404,670.00) *'then said above named revenues shall be 
deemed insufficient to meet the annual expenditures of the State for the 
sixty-third fiscal year" * * * ''then said State Board of Equaliza- 
tion shall" * * * ** between the first and second Mondays in Sep- 
tember of said sixty-third fiscal year, fix such an ad valorem rate of taxa- 
tion upon each one hundred dollars in value of taxable property, upon 
all the property in the State of California not exempt from taxation 
under the law and subject to taxation for state purposes on the seventh 
day of November in the year one thousand nine hundred and ten, as, 
after allowing five per cent for delinquencies, will raise for said sixty- 
third fiscal year the amount of said deficiency." 

The State Board of Equalization, finding that the revenues of the 
State from the taxes referred to, together with all other revenues not 
devoted to special uses, equalled and exceeded the sum of $12,404,670.00 
held that it was unnecessary to levy an ad valorem tax for general state 
purposes, and no general state tax rate was fixed. But under the pro- 
vision of section 22 of article IV of the Constitution as amended Novem- 
ber 8, 1910, the Board fixed the rate for the special Panama-Pacific Ex- 
position tax at five cents on each $100 of assessed valuation. 

The apparent revenues of the State under the above cited provisions 
of law were : 

Public service corporations taxes $8,776,095 46 

Franchise taxes 1,677,745 00 

$10,453,840 46 

Less estimated delinquency 50,000 00 $10,403,840 46 

Inheritance taxes (less $250,000 to school fund) 600,000 00 

Corporation license taxes 870,000 00 

Fees Secretary, of State , 280,000 00 

Automobile licenses 50,000 00 

Interest on state deposits 120,000 00 

Tax redemptions 100,000 00 

Preston, Whittier and Sonoma collections 180,000 00 

Miscellaneous 75,000 00 

Total general fund receipts $12,678,840 46 
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The following statement shows in round numbers the taxes levied 
upon the different classes of corporations : 

Steam railroads $3,736,000 00 

Street railways 1,040,000 00 

Telegraph 25,000 00 

Telephone 400,000 00 

Express 102,000 00 

Car companies 89,000 00 

Gas and electric 1,225,000 00 

Banks 1,635,000 00 

Insurance companies 523,000 00 

Franchises 1,678,000 00 

Total $10,453,000 00 

Special features in the administration of the state taxes. 

The assessment of the taxes upon the seven classes of public service 
corporations based upon gross receipts, presented no very serious difficul- 
ties. The sworn reports of the gross receipts made by the companies 
were verified by reference to previous reports made by the same com- 
panies to the State Commission on Revenue and Taxation, by published 
reports of the companies made to the stockholders and other sources. 
In a number of cases, an examination of the books of the companies by 
expert accountants was ordered by the board and made. These examina- 
tions revealed but few inaccuracies, due, usually, to a failure to distin- 
guish clearly between the receipts from operative and those from non- 
operative property, and the errors were of such a nature that their 
correction reduced slightly the amount of taxes due the State. 

The assessors, for the most part, succeeded in reaching satisfactory 
decisions as to what was non-operative and what was operative property 
of the public service corporations, and the board was not called upon to 
intervene except in a few cases. The most important cases as to opera- 
tive and non-operative property decided by the board related to the 
assessment of public service corporations in Los Angeles city for the 
purpose of computing the taxes thereon for the payment of the interest 
and principal of bonds outstanding prior to November 8, 1910. In these 
cases, the board was obliged to reduce the assessments made by the local 
authorities so as to equalize them with the assessment of other property. 

The assessment of banks raised some nice questions, but presented no 
great difficulty. The sworn reports were carefully checked by the 
reports to the United States Comptroller of the Currency and to the 
State Superintendent of Banks. 

The assessment of the insurance companies was made on the basis of 
a report by the State Insurance Commissioner. 

The most laborious and perplexing part of the work of the board con- 
sisted in making the assessment of franchises. Nineteen thousand six 
hundred and thirty-five corporations filed reports. In making these 
assessments the board was guided by the numerous decisions of the 
Supreme Court, and mainly by the rule laid down in the case of the 
Bank of California vs. San Francisco, Since the conclusion of the 
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assessment, the Supreme Court has again sustained the methods of assess- 
ment used in the case of the City of Los Angeles vs. Western Union Oil 
Company, Cal. Dec. No. 2250, Vol. 42, Oct. 27, 1911. In the end the 
board's investigations and computations revealed the existence of fran- 
chise values assessable at nearly $175,000,000, by far the greater part of 
which had previously escaped taxation. 

During the progress of the assessment numerous questions as to the 
interpretation of the law arose, some of which were referred to the 
Attorney General, who cooperated effectively with the board. Hon. J. B. 
Curtin, Tax Commissioner under the law of 1909, lent valuable aid, and 
the board also owes much to its competent secretary, Mr. T. M. Eby, 
and to its expert, Professor C. C. Plehn of the University of California. 

Many of the opinions of the Attorney General were oral, but the fol- 
lowing were in writing. The list includes two opinions rendered at the 
request of the Insurance Commissioner. 

List of opinions by the Attorney General, bearing on the changes in 
the tax system. 

No. 2057. To A. B. Nye, State Controller. In re Senate Constitu- 
tional Amendment No. 11 of the session of 1909, regarding assessment 
of mortgages. Dated February 23, 1911. 

No. 2096. To the Insurance Commissioner. In re the meaning of 
** return premiums and reinsurance." Dated May 24, 1911. 

No. 2097. To the Insurance Commissioner. In re county mutual 
insurance companies, and the taxes on real estate of insurance companies 
in general. Dated May 24, 1911. 

No. 2099. To the State Board of Equalization. In re assessment of 
banks. Dated May 25, 1911. 

No. 2103. To the State Board of Equalization. In re taxation of 
solvent credits secured by mortgage upon property situate in another 
state. Dated May 26, 1911. 

No. 2138. To A. B. Nye, State Controller. In re duty of State Board 
of Equalization under section 22, article IV, Constitution, as amended 
November 8, 1910. Dated August 14, 1911. 

No. 2156. To A. B. Nye, State Controller. In re levying school dis- 
trict tax. Dated August 28, 1911. 

No. 2157. To A. B. Nye, State Controller. In re past bond debts. 
Dated August 30, 1911. 

No. 2159. To A. B. Nye, State Controller. In re Chapter 335, 
Statutes 1911 ; payment by "districts'' on account principal and interest 
of bond debts existing prior to November 8, 1910. Dated August 29, 
1911. 

No. 2159 (continued). To A. B. Nye, State Controller. In re right of 
certain political subdivisions to assess and tax public service corpora- 
tions. Dated August 29, 1911. 

No. 2161. To A. B. Nye, State Controller. In re past bonded indebt- 
edness for city water works. Dated August 30, 1911. 
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Absence of serious litigation. 

Up to the present time, December 1, 1911, no cases involving the 
validity of the State taxes have been brought into court, and the only 
suits which raise any issues under the new law are several involving the 
right of cities to levy license taxes upon corporations taxed for State 
purposes. Three actions were brought by the city and county of San 
Francisco to recover license taxes. Two were based upon an ordinance 
of the city and county imposing a license tax upon persons engaged in 
the insurance business, and the third involved the collection of a license 
tax from the Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company. All three 
cases were tried before Hon. James M. Seawell, judge of the Superior 
Court in and for San Francisco, and were decided in favor of defendants. 

The effect of the changes on county revenues. 

The board has compiled, on the basis of the statements filed in October 
by the county auditors with the State Controller, as provided in section 
3734 of the Political Code, three tables, printed herewith, showing in 
detail. the effect of the changes in the tax system upon each of the 
counties. The tables are confined to the effect upon county funds only, 
and include fifty-six counties. Eeports from Imperial and San Benito 
counties were received too late to be made use of. 

These tables show a net gain to the county taxpayers aggregating 
$3,537,121.16. They show also that the counties are spending, for 
strictly local purposes, in the aggregate $3,403,356.55 more than last 
year. 

From the former sum should be deducted the amounts necessary to 
make up losses in special school, city and other taxes occasioned by the 
withdrawal of corporate property from local taxation as set forth below. 
Part of the latter sum comes out of the saving which the county tax- 
payers would have made by the change in the tax system and part of it 
is additional taxes levied upon them for county purposes. 

Stated in another way, instead of sending in round numbers $9,250,- 
000.00 to the state treasury, the county taxpayers have kept in their 
pockets $3,537,121.16, less losses in special and city taxes, and have 
$3,403,356.55 more to spend for county purposes than was spent last 
year. Furthermore, the State continues its contributions to the county 
school, high school, and other funds on a basis fully as liberal as the 
old one. 

To persons not familiar with the tax laws, the method of computing 
the effect of the changes may seem complex and involved. It is in 
reality quite simple, as may be shown by an illustration in simple 
numbers. 

Let us suppose that in a certain county the total assessed valuation of 
property was $1,000,000, of which $500,000 is inside incorporated cities 
and $500,000 outside ; that $100,000 is the amount withdrawn from local 
taxation, of which $50,000 is inside incorporated cities and $50,000 out- 
side thereof ; that the State tax, under the old system, would have been 
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37 cents on each $100, the county tax this year is $1.00 inside and $1.40 
outside, of which the 40 cents is for the road tax. It follows that the 
taxpayers who are now carrying the county expenses are assessed for 
$900,000 ($1,000,000 less $100,000 withdrawn). They would, under the 
old system have sent to Sacramento 37 cents on each $100 of $900,000, or 
$3,330.00. This, under the new system, is the gross saving, as there is no 
State tax this year except the exposition tax, which we may ignore. But 
they must make up what the corporations, under the old system, would 
have paid to the county funds. The road fund equals 40 cents on 
$450,000 ($500,000 being the total of all outside property, less $50,000 
withdrawn), or $1,800.00. Had the old system continued, a road tax 
rate of 36 cents ($1,800.00 divided by $500,000) would have raised the 
same amount, and the share thereof paid by the corporations would have 
been ($50,000 at 36 cents per $100) $180.00. The county raised, for 
general purposes, other than the road fund ($900,000 at $1.00 per 
$100) $9,000.00. Under the old system, a tax rate of 90 cents ($9,000.00 
divided by $1,000,000) would have raised the same amount. This 90-cent 
rate applied to the withdrawn property, namely, $100,000, gives $900.00, 
or the loss in general county revenues. 
We have thus: 

Gross saving by removal of state tax $3,330 00 

Less loss : 

In road taxes $180 00 

In general county taxes 900 00 

• 1,080 00 

Net saving to county taxpayers $2,250 00 

Had the supervisors decided that the county needed more money this 
year than last, they could have levied $2,250.00 more, without taking 
from their constituents a cent more than the same taxpayers paid last 
year in state and county taxes combined. Out of the $3,330.00 which, 
under the old system, would have gone to the State, a large part would 
have come back for schools and other purposes, but under the new sys- 
tem, just as much comes down from Sacramento, although none goes up. 
Out of the net saving of $2,250.00 must come also the amount necessary 
to cover the loss in city and special district taxes occasioned by the with- 
drawal of corporation property. It would be an extreme case when this 
equaled the loss in general county taxes which was in our illustration 
$900.00, so that a substantial saving is made in any event.^ 

While the hypothetical case illustrates the methods, some actual cases 
will show it still more clearly. We select, as an illustration of a some- 
what normal case, Alameda County. The total assessment roll of that 
county was $208,855,626, of which there was withdrawn from local 
taxation $21,540,959 ($17,486,220 inside and $4,054,739 outside), 
leaving $187,314,667 to carry the burden of county taxation. The 
supervisors levied for all county purposes $1,740,481.46 and the tax 
rates were 89 cents inside and $1.29 outside, a reduction of 27 cents from 
last year's rates to the same taxpayers. This was $47,518.23 more than 
the county had last year. Under the old system, -the county, yf ould have 
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sent to Sacramento $693,064.28, and the same amount of money that was 
raised this year for county purposes would have been raised with an 
inside tax rate of $0.7982 and an outside rate of $1.1258. These rates 
applied to the property withdrawn give $185,223.26 as the loss in county 
revenues, leaving $507,841.02 in the pockets of the taxpayers. With 
$47,518.23 more in the county treasury and $507,841.02 saved, the 
county, as a county, may be said to be $555,359.25 better off for the 
change. Out of this must be made good the loss in city and district 
revenues, which is not so large in this county as in some others. The 
people (meaning thereby the majority of taxpayers) in this county save 
on the average about 20 cents on each $100 of assessed valuation. 

An illustration of a county which loses by the change, and in which 
the loss is not affected by any action of the supervisors, is afforded by 
Placer County. That county has, in the past, been receiving the taxes 
upon 128 miles of railroad property and upon a considerable amount of 
the property of power companies, and the like. The property with- 
drawn amounts to 35 per cent of the total roll. The supervisors levied 
$41,791.40 less taxes than last year, but received $36,304.00 as reimburse- 
ment of the net loss occasioned by the withdrawal of railroad taxes and 
$2,373.77 reimbursement for bond taxes, or $38,677.77 in all, leaving the 
decrease $8,840.46. The county taxpayers would have sent to the State 
$32,388.06, but they had to make good $59,394.80 in county taxes on 
property withdrawn, making a net loss of $27,006.74. The tax rates, 
which would have been $1.41 inside and $1.94 outside, were $1.60 and 
$2.00, respectively. 

An illustration of a different character, where the supervisors compli- 
cated the change by adding heavily to the county tax revenues in face 
of a loss, is afforded by San Bernardino County. The supervisors raised 
the county tax funds from $513,805.56 in 1910 to $769,772.71 in 1911, 
an increase of over a quarter of a million dollars or nearly 50 per cent. 
The increase was $255,967.15. In addition to that they received 
$52,987.00 from the State as reimbursement of the net loss occasioned 
by the withdrawal of railroad property. This makes $308,954.15 more 
than last year. Out of this they expended $130,452.41 to reimburse 
districts which lost, leaving a net increase in county funds of 
$178,501.14. San Bernardino County has 658 miles of railroads upon 
which she has been levying taxes in the past. The total property with- 
drawn is nearly 33 per cent of the total roll. So, although the people 
do not send the $130,418.82 to the State which they would have done 
under the old system, they have to make good $263,153.95 loss in county 
revenues, including the share the corporations would have paid of the 
$178,501.74 of new taxes levied by the supervisors. This leaves a net 
loss to the taxpayers of $132,735.13. But this amount and the difference 
between that and $178,501.74 have passed into the county treasury. 
The increase in county tax rates which would have been, under the old 
system, $1.78 inside and $1.93 outside this year, as against $1.10 and 
$1.55 respectively last year, shows exactly how much the increase in 
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county revenues by the supervisors cost the taxpayers. The actual rates 
were $1.95 and $2.40. 

To avoid a possible misconception, it should be explained that the 
table, in giving the loss from withdrawal of operative property, gives 
the total withdrawals on account of all classes of public service corpora- 
tions, while the reimburse;nent specified in the constitution, and pro- 
vided for by statute, is limited to net loss sustained by withdrawal of 
railroad property alone. 
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18 SPECIAL REPORT ON TAXATION. 

Losses by districts. 

The law provides (section 32 of Chapter 335) that '*the boards of 
supervisors of each county shall in the month of September of each year 
determine the amount of loss to each district in the county where loss is 
occasioned in such district by the withdrawal from local taxation of 
property taxed for State purposes only, and in the month of December 
next thereafter shall reimburse such district from the general funds pf 
the county for one half of such loss, and in the month of May next 
thereafter shall reimburse such district from the general fund of the 
county for the remaining one half of such loss. " 

So far as reported only seven counties followed this plan literally — 
they were: 

Los Angeles, which reimbursed districts to the amount of (est) $374,000 00 

Mendocino, which reimbursed districts to the amount of 3,496 31 

Riverside, which reimbursed districts to the amount of 48,339 00 

San Bernardino, which reimbursed districts to the amount of 130,452 41 

San Diego, which reimbursed districts to the amount of 28,449 67 

Shasta, which reimbursed districts to the amount of 13,400 00 

Yolo, which reimbursed districts to the amount of— 16,448 97 

But other counties may have done as the auditor of Madera reports 
his county to have done, namely, raised the general rates enough to 
reimburse districts. 

Full data concerning the effect of the new tax system upon each of 
the thousands of districts, school, road and other, are not available and 
the collection thereof would be a very tedious and expensive task. 

In most cases it is safe to assume that the losses are small, and, in not 
a few cases, they will be covered by the reimbursements for bond taxes. 

In some counties with long stretches of railroad lines, school districts 
have been so laid out as to include as much railroad property as possible. 
These *^shoe string" districts therefore sometimes lose heavily, and have 
to be helped out by the other parts of the county. A careful study has 
been made of Riverside County. That county, San Bernardino and San 
Diego present this curious feature most frequently. Thus, for example, 
in the school district of Mecca, there was $786,600 worth of taxable 
property of which $570,710 was withdrawn, being presumably railroad 
property. In the school district of Banning out of $918,202, $539,217 
was withdrawn. The table which follows shows just how each school 
district in Riverside County is affected. It shows that 36 districts 
gained, in the aggregate, $23,591.59, while 25 districts lost, in the aggre- 
gate, $56,403.79, and that the net loss was $32,812.20, county, city, 
school, road, and all general, special and other taxes being considered. 
It shows also that the district taxes lost amounted to $35,811.69. The 
county board of supervisors, however, generously reimbursed these dis- 
tricts in the sum of $48,339.00, or $12,527.31 in excess of the actual loss. 
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Riverside Count p — Oain or Loss hy School District a. Cities Included. 



State tax 
saved. 



Bond tax 
relmbuned. 



Share ct 

oounty tax 

lost. 



District or 
olty tax lost. 



Net savlnff 
or loss. 



Alamos , 

Alvord — 

Antelope , 

Auburndale 

Banning 

Beaumont ,, 

Benedict , 

Blythe 

Ooacbella ^^ « 

Oorona -^ 

OottonwoQd 

Desert « 

Diamond ^ 

East Vale 

Elsinore — 

£thanaQ 

Ferndala 

Floridly 

Pruitvale 

Glenavon 

GideoQ Avenue 

Harmony 

Hemet 

Highgrove 

Hyatt 

Indip 

Jurupa Heights ._ 

Kenworthy 

Lake - 

Lalceview 

Little Lake 

Mecca 

Manifee 

Midland 

Moreno 

Murietta 

Olive 

Paloma 

Palo Verde 

Perrls 

Prado 

Pujol 

Bamona 

Bannela 

Bawson 

Bincon 

Biverside (city) 

Bugby _ 

San Ignacio 

San Jacinto ___ 

San Timoteo 

Schneider 

Temecula 

Temescal 

Thermal 

Trujillo 

Union (Joint) 

Wildomar 

Willow Glen 

Winchester 

West Biverside 

Oounty Court House 
bonds - 



$338 18 

1,730 47 
204 15 
631 11 

1,402 24 

1,784 64 
376 79 
755 24 
708 64 

6,505 64 
128 54 
595 34 
347 76 

1,021 14 
801 33 
615 16 
131 24 
787 36 
312 93 

1,044 82 
172 46 
341 77 

3,211 86 

2,444 81 
209 81 
997 85 
599 42 
461 39 
350 30 
906 33 

1,013 13 
798 79 
457 97 

1,205 18 
498 67 

1,160 97 
174 47 
256 95 
116 18 

1,431 36 

220 67 

515 15 

338 27 

76 42 

58 50 

243 15 

36,089 31 

362 79 

329 60 

2.253 50 
653 07 

1,040 18 
298 46 
333 30 
876 88 
217 25 

1,099 38 

391 77 

7 69 

473 58 

2,646 09 



$85,557 40 



None 
$380 79 
None 
None 
911 48 
781 05 
149 83 
None 
419 93 
542 88 
None 
None 

Incl. Hemet 
None 
None 

Incl. Perris 
None 

Incl. Hemet 

Incl. Hemet 
None 
None 

Incl. Hemet 
102 55 
12 35 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 

Incl. Perris 
34 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
328 58 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
808 85 
None 
None 
53 51 
130 38 
101 17 
None 
None 
220 28 
28 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 

1,161 20 



$6.105. 45 



None 

$2,137 84 

590 

359 17 

8.476 49 

3,334 13 

1,177 65 

17 61 

1,435 06 

1,154 13 

9 75 

9,145 58 

10 93 

11 95 
3,538 57 

800 90 

None 

13 52 

2 67 

690 99 

None 

706 60 

1,297 14 

1,948 61 

None 

4,068 67 

426 40 

12 58 
473 78 
109 65 

1 10 
8,971 56 

None 
2,511 16 

2 83 
1,773 75 

None 

354 

3,874 24 

3,429 56 

1,035 54 

971 86 

9 51 

None 

None 

465 77 

11,247 76 

226 19 

12 10 

727 80 

4,099 30 

1,223 36 

234 56 

63 67 

2,164 28 

7 47 

999 89 

1,835 77 

None 

1,354 51 

50 02 



None 

$632 10 

18 

10 05 

1,224 02 

2,209 60 

107 88 

5 01 

463 65 

2,555 60 

30 

62 83 

5*17 

35 

703 34 

354 91 

None 

642 

1 27 

224 40 

None 

302 42 

958 07 

574 05 

None 

422 65 

104 54 
40 

107 45 

693 94 

1 05 

187 76 

None 

53 51 

09 

182 56 

None 

11 

13 06 

1,300 71 

15 68 

21 39 

30 

None 

None 

10 19 
19,800 66 

627 

382 

1,168 20 

105 35 
591 21 

62 97 
1 
461 
1 

2,620 00 

27 79 

None 

25 76 

11 09 



94 
49 
93 



$88,663 37 



$35,811 69 
Loss 



$338 19+ 
658 68- 
198 07+ 
261 89+ 

7,386 79- 

2,978 04- 
758 91- 
732 62+ 
770 14- 

3,338 79+ 
118 49+ 

8,613 07- 
331 66+ 

1,008 84+ 

3,440 58- 
540 65- 
131 24+ 
767 42+ 
308 99+ 

129 43+ 
172 46+ 
667 25- 

1,059 20+ 

65 50- 

209 81+ 

3,493 47- 

68 48+ 

448 41+ 

230 93- 

102 74+ 

1,011 32+ 

8»360 53- 
457 97+ 

1,359 49- 
495 75+ 
795 34- 
174 47+ 
253 30+ 

a771 12- 

2,970 33- 
830 55- 
478 10- 
328 46+ 
76 42+ 
58 50+ 
232 81- 

5,849 74+ 

130 33+ 
313 68+ 
411 01+ 

3,421 20- 

673 22- 

93+ 

267 69+ 

1,528 61- 

208 13+ 

73 29+ 

1,471 79- 

7 69+ 

906 69- 

2.584 98+ 

1,161 20+ 



$56,403 79- 
23,591 59+ 



$32,812 20 
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The effect on city taxpayers. 

For city taxpayers there should be deducted in most cases from their 
share of the savings shown in the county tables the amounts of the loss 
in city taxes (or the same should be added when the county shows a 
loss). Sometimes, however, taxpayers in a city gain when the county 
as a whole loses. This is illustrated in the example given above for 
Riverside county where it is shown that the taxpayers in the city save 
$5,415.63. 

Thus while, on the county rolls, Los Angeles taxpayers save $1,189,- 
784.75 there will come out of that a considerable amount to cover the 
losses in city revenues. Data for a complete estimate of this are not 
available for all of the many cities in that county; nor can it be made 
exactly even for Los Angeles city, as reports of the property in each of 
the many annexes have not been made. The following facts are, how- 
ever, instructive : The city of Los Angeles collects in 1911 $4,729,567.99, 
as against $4,604,068.78 in 1910 or $125,499.21 more than last year. In 
addition to that, the city receives $175,880.06 for taxes on corporations 
to pay bond indebtedness. The highest total tax rate paid in the city 
(county, school, high school and city tax rates included, but the Panama- 
l^acific Exposition tax excluded) was $2.50 against a total of $2.79 last 
year. Allowing for a 10 per cent horizontal raise in city valuations 
claimed to have been made this year, » or the equivalent of 8^ cents in 
tax rate, the tax rate this year is 20^ cents less than last year, and yet 
the city has $301,379.27 more to spend than last year. The reduction 
in some sections is more than the 20^ cents, which is the reduction in 
the oldest section of the city. 

Attention should be called to the fact that as San Francisco has a city 
and county government combined the showing in the table for that city 
is final. The following will serve as an example of the method of com- 
puting the effect of the change in the state tax system upon a city : 

CITY OF PETALUMA. 

Total assessed A'aluation all property in Petaluma City, as 

assessed on county rolls $3,347,470 00 

Property withdrawn in city on county rolls 149,960 00 

Balance subject to county taxation $3,197,510 00 

Gross saving to county tax payers in the city, 37 cents on 

$3,197,510 ^ 11,830 79 

Deduct — 

(1) Loss in county revenues at $1.03 (see Table III county 

gain or loss) on $149,960 $1,554 59 

(2) Loss in school revenues at $0.4203 (44 cents on 

$3,197,510 divided by $3,347,470) on $149,960 6 30 18 2,184 77 

Saving, less county and school district losses $9,646 02 



Total assessed valuation all property on city rolls $5,004,523 00 

Property withdrawn on city rolls 228,382 00 

Balance subject to city taxation $4,776,141 00 

City taxes lost at $0.9269 ($49,388.99 divided by $5,004,- 

523) on $228,382 $2,253 90 

Saving carried down from county rolls $9,646 02 

Less loss in city taxes 2,253 90 

Net saving to the tax payers in Petaluma City $7,392 12 

In order to ascertain the full gain there should be added to this : ( 1 ) any increase In city 
tax revenues over 1910 ; (2) any bond taxes collected by the State and paid to the city. 
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Additional city statistics. 

No attempt has been made to compute the gains or losses of the gen- 
erality of the cities and incorporated towns, but there has been collected 
from nearly a hundred municipalities a mass of , data which it is 
believed will be found valuable, because it serves to show in a general 
way the effect on city finances of the law separating State and local 
revenues. It appeared to be anticipated before the law went into oper- 
ation that the cities would be the principal sufferers, because as cities 
they gained nothing through release from state taxes (which as cities 
they had never paid) , while they would lose heavily by the withdrawal 
from local taxation of operative property, which is largely concentrated 
in the centers of population. Either a serious reduction in revenues or 
e. large increase in tax rates was predicted, and since most city charters 
prescribe a tax limit, it was apprehended that many cities would find 
themselves in serious straits. 

The reports received, the substance of which is printed in the two 
tables which follow, show that, in the main, the cities have met the situ- 
ation and have taken care of themselves very well. With some excep- 
tions they have raised their assessment rolls, both by a higher valuation 
of property and by the addition of new values created during a period 
of prosperity. The first table, embracing ninety-three cities, not includ- 
ing San Francisco, which is treated as a county, shows an aggregate 
assessment roll in 1910 of $918,114,109.00 while in 1911 these city rolls 
(non-operative property) aggregated $916,846,581.00, a falling off of 
little more than a million and a quarter of dollars. At the same time the 
combined operative rolls of these cities (omitting four which, having no 
outstanding debt, made no assessment of operative property) amounted 
to $99,221,532.00, and non-operative and operative rolls together totaled 
{??1,016,068,113.00. In other words, the assessors of these cities made an 
assessment increase of approximately ninety-eight million dollars, more 
than half of which was in the single city of Los Angeles. 

It should be noted that while great pains has been taken to make the 
county figures as nearly exact as is possible at this time, the city figures 
•»re more or less approximate. But one tax rate, and that the highest, 
is given for each city or town, although a good many cities, owing to 
successive annexes, not all of which are liable for all of the bond taxes, 
have several different rates. Again, in a majority of cases the taxes 
charged up do not include certain amounts of taxes on unsecured per- 
sonal property which were collected by assessors, either in 1910 or 1911. 
To make the matter of more general interest there has been added to 
the table of tax amounts and tax rates a column showing the total rates 
of taxes — ^state, county, municipal and district — paid in the various 
cities and towns. This is believed to be the first time that line of data 
has been published. It should be hardly necessary to add that compar- 
isons between tax rates in one city and another must be made with due 
reserve, because between one and another there is likely to be a wide 
variation in the proportion of actual value of property to assessed value. 
The figures were secured through the courtesy of city, and county 



officers. : -:':.':' -If 
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TABLE I. Munidpalitiea — Aaaeaament Rolla, 1910 



Alameda 

Alhambra 

Anaheim 

Belvedere 

Berkeley 

Brawley . 

Ohlco 

Oolton 

Oolusa 

Corona _. 

Ooronado 

Dunsmuir 

Escondido 

Eureka 

Fresno _ 

Gilroy 

Glendale 

Grass Valley 

Healdsburg 

Jackson 

Lindsay 

Livermore 

Lodi 

Long Beach _. 

Los Angeles 

Los Gatos 

Loyalton 

Martinez 

Marysville 

Merced 

Modesto 

Monrovia 

Monterey 

Mountain View 

Napa 

National City — . 
Newport Beach — . 

Oakland 

Oceanside 

Ontario 

Orange 

Oroville 

Oxnard _— , 

Pacific Grove 

Palo Alto 

Pasadena __ 

Petaluma 

Piedmont — _ 

Placerville _. 

Pleasanton _. 

Pomona 

Porterville 

Red Bluff 

Bedding 

Bedlands 

Redondo Beach __. 

Redwood City 

Richmond 

Riverside 

Roseville 

Sacramento 

St Helena 

Salinas — 

San Bernardino .-. 
San Buenaventura 

San Diego 

San Jacinto 

San Jose .^ 



1910. 



$18,848,089 
4,436,842 
1,114,995 

740,578 
35,736,140 

721,000 
2,486,827 
1,470,241 
1,219,805 
1,794,615 
2,117,136 

531,215 

761,483 

7,993.813 

13,096,941 

848.341 
1,536,659 
1,415,728 
1,050.986 

610,173 

927,140 

910.406 

1.337.887 

22.560.278 

332.506.774 

1,348,381 

549,184 
1.256,895 
2,706.032 
1.653.569 
2.295,425 
2,691,096 
2.267,592 

752,884 

3.989.243 

1.392.5a3 

1.768.301 

126.920.650 

637.800 
2,376,108 
1.650.605 
1,694,966 
2,084.565 
2.424.304 
3.843,215 
45,112,000 
4.109,878 
3,492,551 

842,959 

421,610 
6,231,654 
1,797,614 
1,746.670 
1.987.515 
8,403,249 
2,550,535 
1,436,730 
7.894,547 
9.434,380 

800.800 
36,560,050 
1.358.495 
2.398,944 
5,623,053 
1,682,318 
43,299,019 

279,337 
22,271,380 



1911. 
Non-operatlTtt. 



$18,161,800 
4,822,576 
1,382,635 

748,405 
37,102,245 

661.200 
2,435,150 
1,002,131 
1,156,975 
1,730,665 
2,451,405 

419,857 

877,708 

7,914,930 

13,233,118 

848,167 
2,016,640 
1,337,627 
1,033,310 

593,697 
1,110,225 

861,228 

1,556.125 

21,199,660 

330,604.360 

1,305,315 

454,380 
1,037,795 
3,547,865 
1,439,825 
2.428.715 
3,387,915 
2,186,209 

704.856 

3.879.950 

1.404.875 

1.817.024 

116.806.325 

547.435 
2.153.085 
1,678.960 
1.667.818 
1.984.440 
2.403.540 
3.783.510 
44.653.660 
4.776.141 
3,553,225 

759,968 

380.075 
6.721.516 
1,994.893 
1.686.665 
1.660.362 
8,995.655 
2.195.090 
1.750.686 
8.896.225 
9.148,485 

804.415 
41,171.750 
1.255,485 
2.209,450 
4,548.690 
1.544.036 
44.528.209 

286.655 
22.770.300 



1911. 
OperatiTe. 



1911. 
TotaL 



$1,281,890 

166,950 

176,915 

5,060 

1,438,520 

79,350 

114,542 

255,856 

121,029 

105,118 

22,552 

130,422 



451,315 

1,329,727 

74,311 

135,135 

93,541 

15,050 

18.106 

34,582 

106,275 

206,196 

2,207,858 

53,744,400 

82,266 

71,876 

228,121 
110,710 
309,080 
138,284 

44,415 
189,157 

66,329 
159,622 
12,390,650 
101,212 
296,697 
100,672 
104.837 
123.898 

82.873 

114.500 

2,200,840 

170.170 

136.800 

72.542 

64.014 
218.148 

82,646 
157.275 
197.530 
567,327 
789.546 

95.400 



830,390 

91.135 

3,741,000 

87,"205 

1.047,088 

157,390 

1,694,135 

32,252 

2,965,090 



• •• ••• 









• • 



$19,393,690 
4,989,526 
1,559,550 

753.485 
38,540,765 

740,550 
2,549,692 
1,257,987 
1,278,004 
1,835,783 
2,473,957 

550,279 

877,708 

8,366,245 

14,562,845 

922,468 
2,151,775 
1.431,168 
1,048,360 

611,703 
1,144,807 

967,503 

1,762,321 

23,407,518 

384,348,760 

1.387,581 

526,256 
1,037,795 
3,882,005 
1,667,946 
2.539.425 
3.696.995 
2,324,493 

749,271 

4,069,107 

1,471,204 

1,976,646 

129,196,975 

648.647 
2,449.782 
1,779,632 
1,772.655 
2,108.338 
2,486,413 
3,896,010 
46,854,500 
4,946.311 
3,690.025 

832.510 

444,089 
6.939.664 
2,077,539 
1,843,940 
1,857,892 
9,562.982 
2.984,636 
1,846,086 
8,896,225 
9,978,876 

895,550 
44,912,750 
1.255.485 
2.296.655 
5.595.778 
1,701,426 
46,222,344 

318,907 
25,735,390 
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TABLE I — Continued. 



1910. 



1911. 
Non-operative. 



1911. 
OperatlTe. 



1911. 
Total. 



San Leandro — 

Santa Ana 

Santa Barbara 

Santa Cruz 

Santa Maria 

Santa Monica 

Santa Rosa - — 

Sebastopol 

South San Francisco 

Stockton 

Suisun 

Tulare 

Turlock - 

Ukiah 

Upland 

Vacaville — — 

Vallejo - - _._ 

Venice 

Visalia 

Watsonville _ „ 

Whittier . _ 

Willits 

Winters 

Treka ._ __ 

Tuba City 

Totals -- 



$1,919,362 

5,980,930 

9,069,881 

7,116,174 

1,008,313 

8,031,690 

5,993,382 

744.680 

1,462,560 

19,991,099 

480,720 

1,198,454 

794,350 

1,047.755 

1,177.790 

552,942 

5,382.486 

5.675.347 

2.591.849 

2.356.052 

2,678.560 

458,445 

366,640 

586,022 

626,897 



$1,988,750 

5,704,360 

8,506,785 

7,261,930 

978,297 

10,426,700 

5,871,222 

719,905 

1,320,653 

20,745,730 

420.540 

1,308,705 

787,010 

1,008.960 

1,222,415 

507,805 

5,117,465 

6,332,304 

3,356,950 

2,392,605 

2,791,490 

429,324 

364,330 

544,955 

564,189 



$918,114,109 



$916,846,581 



$169,343 

526,900 

835,270 

435,032 

98,660 

670,420 

166,650 

61,490 

141,907 

1,793,671 

17,635 

131.990 

60,640 

16,650 

9,880 

33,203 

336,003 

350,655 

185,577 

181,243 

136,189 

40,534 

26,943 

25,050 

58,015 



$2,158,093 

6,231,260 

9,342,055 

7.696,962 

1,076,957 

11,097,120 

6,037,872 

781,395 

1,462,560 

22,539,401 

438,175 

1,440,695 

847,650 

1,025,610 

1,232,295 

541,008 

5.453,468 

6,682,959 

3,542,527 

2,573.848 

2,927.679 

469,858 

391.273 

570.005 

622.204 



$99,221,532 



$1,016,068,113 



t m 



• 
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TABLE II. Municipalities — City Revenues from Taxation and City Tax Rates in 1910 

and 1911 — Also total Tax Rates Paid in Cities. 



Alameda 

Alhambra 

Anaheim 

Belvedere 

Berkeley — 

Brawley 

Ohico 

Oolton 

Colusa 

Corona 

Ooronado 

Dunsmuir __ 

Escondido 

Eureka 

Fresno 

Gilroy 

Glendale 

Grass Valley __. 
Healdsburg — 

Jackson 

Lindsay 

Livermore 

Lodi 

Long Beach 

Los Angeles 

Los Gatos _ 

Loyalton 

Martinez 

Marysville _ 

Merced 

Modesto 

Monrovia 

Monterey 

Mountain View 

Napa 

National City _. 
Newport Beach . 

Oakland 

Oceanside 

Ontario 

Orange 

Oroville 

Oxnard 

Pacific Grove _. 

Palo Alto 

Pasadena 

Petaluma 

Piedmont 

Placerville 

Pleasanton 

Pomona 

Porterville 

Red Bluff 

Redding 

Redlands 

Redondo Beach 
Redwood City .. 

Richmond 

Riverside 

Rosevilie 

Sacramento 

St. Helena 

Salinas _. 

Sail BernardiBo 



• 








Total tax rate. 


City taxes charged up. 


City tax rate. | 


state, county, and 










district. 


1910. 


1911. 


1910. 


1911. 


1910. 


1911. 


$221,068 96 


$228,553 84 


1.20 


1 

1.28 1 


2.56 


2.44 


45.343 46 


51,290 59 


1.10 


1.10 


3.25 


2.71 


18,954 91 


23,505 04 


1.70 


1.70 


3.63 


4.50 


8,595 00 


9.091 10 


1.19 


1.25 


2.23 


2.46 


267,526 33 


291.852 44 


.75 


.79 


|2.52 


2.37 


14,920 12 


10.909 80 


1.65 


1.65 


4.27 


4.07 


38,393 72 


39.995 67 


1.55 


1.65 


3.70 


4.15 


27,199 45 


21.044 75 


1.85 


2.10 


3.85 


5.20 


20,980 66 


20,825 55 


1,72 


1.80 


3.52 


3.85 


30,508 45 


29,940 49 


1.70 


1.73 


3.95 


4.20 


30,693 80 


36,765 28 


1.45 


1.50 


3.10 


3.29 


3,187 29 


2,939 16 


.60 


.70 


1.80 


3.05 


8,744 35 


10,089 50 


1.15 


1.15 


4.05 


4.11 


83,086 49 


83,688 89 


1.10 


1.10 


2.85 


2.80 


143,910 00 


147.082 40 


1.20 


1.20 


3.35 


3.36 


12,607 76 


11,464 07 


1.60 


1.46 


3.14 


3.09 


17,364 24 


23,594 76 


1.13 


1.17 


3.11 


3.17 


12,438 69 


13,210 24 


.95 


1.05 


3.25 


3.30 


12,428 10 


12,305 95 


1.26 


1.26 


3.06 


3.01 


a966 12 


4,155 18 


.65 


.70 


2.19 


2.72 


6.953 56 


16,654 14 


.75 


1.50 


2.55 


3.62 


9,858 92 


9,473 40 


1.10 


1.10 


'2.66 


2.48 


19.392 57 


18,532 13 


1.50 


1.25 


: 3.45 


3.06 


269,473 82 


250,474 91 


1.27i 


1.40 


' 3.04i 


2.93 


4,604,068 78 


4,729,567 99 


1.43 


1.48 


1 2.79 


2.55 


13,483 81 


15,375 25 


1.00 


1.23 


2.51 


2.73 


4,119 15 


3,407 85 


.75 


.75 


3.10 


2.45 


9,426 71 


7,783 46 


.75 


.75 


i 2.47 


2.46 


70,310 67 


53,216 06 


2.60 


1.50 


1 5.65 


4.45 


20,667 02 


21,019 47 


1.25 


1.46 


3.25 


3.54 


34,433 85 


48,574 30 


1.50 


2.00 


3.75 


4.20 


39,020 89 


52,920 44 


1.45 


1.50 


3.62 


3.80 


28.339 23 


31,660 88 


1.25 


1.45 


2.80 


2.91 


10,705 05 


9,965 67 


1.50 


1.50 


3.00 


2.74 


39,887 88 


38,791 04 


1.00 


1.00 


2.66 


2.72 


13.222 47 


16,577 32 ; 


.95 


1.18 1 


3.60 


3.88 


12,378 10 


12,719 17 


.70 


.70 


2.06 


1.98 


1,690.942 79 


2,248,918 33 ' 


1.38 


1.98 


3.06 


3,26 


11.528 60 


11,672 21 1 


1.85 


2.12 


3.95 


4.15 


38,374 14 


33,743 43 ' 


1.61i 


1.57 


3.49i 


5.12 


19,945 97 


21,261 37 1 


1.25 


1.30 


2.97 


3.11 


33.899 32 


31,021 19 ' 


2.00 


1.85 


4.03 


4.25 


22.930 21 


19,844 40 1 


1.10 


1.00 


3.05 


2.88 


20,606 59 


. 31,295 74 1 


.85 


1.30 


3.67 


2.94 


36,524 25 


35,943 35 ! 


.98i 


.95 


i2.70i 


2.75 


420,284 53 


449,003 68 ' 


.98 


1.04 


1 2.61 


2.42 


41.098 78 


49.388 99 


1.00 


1.10 


2.64 


2.74 


26.194 13 


35,532 25 


.75 


1.00 


3.20 


2.83 


8.429 59 


8,625 10 


1.00 


1.10 


3.10 


3.14 


6.324 15 


5,701 13 


1.50. 


1.50 


2.86 


2.72 


94,133 84 


109,597 64 ! 


I 1.50 


1.70 


3.77 


3.90 


22,470 17 


25.238 40 i 


1 1.25 


1.35 ; 


3.65 


4.00 


14,849 18 


14.335 39 1 


. .85 


.85 i 


2.82 


3.27 


27,491 36 


21.447 21 1 


1.55 


1.40 


3.12i 


3.36 11-14 


109.232 11 


116.933 32 1 


1.30 


1.30 i 


: 3.55 


4.55 


25,558 68 


23.650 96 : 


1.00 


1.00 


2.35 


2.13 


26,866 85 


28.191 10 


1.87 


1.73 


3.21 


3.25 


55,261 83 


64,052 82 ; 


1 .60 


.60 


2.19 


2.04 


141,515 70 


150,944 00 1 


; 1.50 


1.65 1 


3.55 


4.00 


13,217 25 


12.630 51 


1.65 


1.50 


1 3.60 


3.80 


563,516 80 


560,124 83 


! 1.60 


1.39 


1 3.60 


3.08 


10,187 33 


12,554 85 


1 .75 


1.00 


i 2.49 


3.10 


28.787 31 


26.513 40 


1 1.20 


1.20 


2.75 


2.55 


98,965 00 


80.056 00 


1.76 


1.76 


i 3.60 


5.20 
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TABLE II — Continued. 



City taxes charged up. 



City tax rate. 



Total tax rate, 

state, county, and 

district. 



1910. 



1911. 



1910. 



1911. 



1910. 



1911. 



San Buenaventura „_ 

San Diego - 

San Jacinto 

San Jose 

San Leandro _— 

Santa Ana 

Santa Barbara 

Santa Cruz 

Santa Maria 

Santa Monica __ . 

Santa Rosa 

Sebastopol __ 

South San Francisco. 

Stockton 

Suisun 

Tulare 

Turlock 

Ukiah 

Upland 

Vacaville 

Vallejo 

Venice 

Visalia 

Watsonville 

Whittier 

Willits 

Winters 

Yreka 

Yuba City __._ 



Totals 



$25,999 95 

562,712 97 

5,167 73 

253,893 73 

18,463 68 

71,771 16 

130,794 92 

86,620 53 

10^083 13 

125,218 01 

83,012 40 

10,425 52 

7,314 99 

310,914 59 

9,171 07 

12,424 42 

13,968 61 

12,574 26 

16,017 94 

16,846 73 

53,824 86 

56,753 35 

44,061 44 

23,560 52 

43,103 58 

5,715 83 

3,666 40 

8,790 21 

6,895 76 



$11,865,565 13 



$25,353 51 

645,377 15 

6,593 07 

275,520 03 

21,558 93 

68,452 32 

122,725 04 

95,761 80 

9,782 97 

134,937 73 

79,362 05 

9,298 

8,577 

316,502 

6,308 

20,568 00 

13,496 00 

12,611 24 

16,624 84 

18,128 64 

54,534 68 

69,922 48 

57,311 20 

23.926 05 

49,823 25 

5,546 50 

5,847 50 

8,174 08 

6,770 26 



45 
87 
80 
10 



1.80 
1.30 
1.85 
1.14 

.97 
1.20 
1.48 
1.26 
1.00 
1.65 
1.45 
1.40 

.50 
1.67 
1.50 
1.10 
1.87 
1.20 
1.36 
1.05 
1.00 
1.00 
1.70 
1.10 
1.65 
1.25 
1.00 
1.50 
1.10 



$12,826,636 32 



1.80 
1.45 
2.30 
1.21 
1.08 
1.20 
1.48 
1.37 
1.00 
1.35 
1.45 
1.40 
.65 
1.62 
1.50 
1.60 
1.87 
1.25 
1.36 
1.70 
1.00 
1.10 
1.60 
1.05 
1.85 

1.31 3-10 
1.61 
1.50 
1.20 



3.68 

J3.30 

14.05 

'2.68 

2.47 

3.96 

' 3.63 

3.11 

2.73 

3.55 

3.21 

3.20 

1.91 

3.35 

3.25 

3.10 

*6.27 

2.83 

3.55 

3.05 

2.87 

2.17 

3.30 

2.90 

3.37 

3.20 

2.45 

2.70 

t6.90 



3.75 

3.45 

5.20 

2.54 

2.47 

4.68 

3.48 

3.37 

2.63 

2.90 

3.18 

3.08 

2.10 

3.42 

3.20 

3.60 
*7.24 

2.99 

5.11 

3.57 

3.05 

2.89 

3.81 

3.30 

3.08 

3.06 3-10 

3.14 

3.30 
t8.05 



•Includes irrigation district taxes, 
flncludes levee district taxes. 

In regard to district taxes. 

A form of taxation which has been largely on the increase in this 
State for some few years past is special district taxes — meaning thereby 
taxes either for bond-paying purposes or for current expenses occasioned 
by school, high school, sanitary,, fire protection, library or other districts. 
Owing to multiplication of country high schools and the growing cost 
of all classes of schools, as well as the creation of several new kinds of 
districts, the tendency is toward a rapid increase of district tax rates, 
for which the new State tax system is, of course, not responsible. 
In the table by counties which is herewith given comparison is made 
only between the years 1910 and 1911, but the increase would be more 
manifest if previous years had been included. There is added a column 
showing the amounts of taxes which in seven counties were levied for 
the reimbursement of districts. For the figures in this table we are 
indebted to the county auditors. 
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Special District Taxes Charged Up to County Tax Collectors in £910 and 1911 — Also 

Taxes Levied for Reimbursement. 



1910. 



1911. 



Taxes levied to 

reimburse districts 

for loss. 



Alameda 

Alpine 

Amador 

Butte 

Calaveras 

Colusa — — 

Contra Costa __ 

Del Norte _ 

EI Dorado 

Fresno 

Glenn 

Humboldt 

Imperial 

Kern 

Kings 

Lake 

Lassen 

Los Angeles 

Madera 

Marin 

Mariposa _ -. 

Mendocino 

Merced 

Modoc 

Mono 

Monterey _- 

Napa 

Nevada 

Orange 

Placer 

Plumas 

Riverside 

Sacramento 

San Benito 

San Bernardino 

San Diego 

San Francisco _. 

San Joaquin 

San Luis Obispo. 

San Mateo 

Santa Barbara _. 

Santa Clara 

Santa Cruz 

Shasta 

Sierra _ 



Siskiyou - 

Solano 

Sonoma __ 
Stanislaus 

Sutter 

Tehama __. 
Trinity — . 

Tulare 

Tuolumne 
Ventura .. 

Yolo 

Yuba 



Totals 



$901,252 08 

None 

4,939 21 

64,105 71 

4.445 51 

27,944 36 

90,269 29 

1,794 51 

None 

310,133 80 

30.624 14 

59,685 54 

105,214 11 

62.698 81 

63,271-44 

7,401 64 

2,026 84 

2,091,348 43 

27,805 87 

75,318 96 

None 

34,626 67 

66,654 79 

21,092 61 

None 

42,309 96 

29,722 28 

16,780 53 

178,870 49 

38,090 22 

6,229 09 

264,632 61 

211,702 00 

None 

396,422 33 

268.974 56 

None 

117,076 09 

35,268 00 

101,180 20 

121,031 51 

205,596 14 

69,042 31 

26,500 00 

4,494 32 

20,948 57 

59,923 79 

90,442 90 

68,842 61 

6,661 87 

28,148 98 

None 

142.185 98 

7,122 57 

95,213 16 

31,603 10 

28,565 12 



$6,756,235 61 



$706,031 90 

None 

17,657 81 

70,781 43 

6,421 69 

45,826 80 

100,239 32 

8,123 71 

656 43 

321,879 76 

30,032 54 

60.501 30 

121,610 44 

65,689 49 

54,707 07 

10,451 62 

14,815 77 

2,108,681 00 

20,069 10 

71,355 78 

None 

44,748 74 

91,184 06 

25,393 97 

589 77 

87,244 54 

39,842 93 

17,429 72 

225,357 72 

34,593 49 

45,907 87 

232,028 65 

231,183 00 



410,828 33 

296,014 74 

None 

138,717 07 

15,850 00 
109,477 00 
167,352 37 
223,385 78 

70,688 40 

27,438 00 
2.235 22 

36,819 14 

82,972 98 
104,095 03 

88,824 80 
111,536 50 

26,965 51 

None 

202,492 08 

11,637 46 
109.666 40 

25,044 89 

32,026 89 



$7,195,006 00 



$374,000 00 



3,496 31 



48,339 00 



130,452 41 
28,499 61 



13.400 00 



16.488 97 
$614,676 30 
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The Bond Refund Pajnnents. 

The bond payments made by the State are provided for in subdivi- 
sion e of section 14 of article XIII of the Constitution as amended 
November 8, 1910. The section reads as follows : 

**A11 property enumerated in subdivisions a, 6, and d of this section 
shall be subject to taxation, in the maimer provided by law, to pay the 
principal and interest of any bonded indebtedness created and outstand- 
ing by any city, city and county, county, town, township, or district, 
before the adoption of this section. The* taxes so paid for principal and 
interest on such bonded indebtedness shall be deducted from the total 
amount paid in taxes for State purposes." 

The taxes due the State under Amendment No. 1 are payable July 
1st, which is before the counties and cities fix the rates and collect their 
taxes, so that the deductions of bond taxes to be paid the local units 
could not be made by the corporations when paying their State taxes. 
To overcome this difficulty and simplify the dealings in which the State, 
hundreds of different corporations, and three hundred counties, cities, 
towns and districts are involved it was provided in section 22, chapter 
335, Statutes of 1911, that **all taxes assessed and levied as provided in 
this act shall be paid to the State Treasurer, upon the order of the Con- 
troller, without deduction for any taxes assessed and levied to pay the 
principal and interest of any bonded indebtedness mentioned in subdi- 
vision e of section 14 of article XIII of the Constitution," and sections 
28 and 29 of the statute provide that the bond taxes levied by counties, 
cities, towns and districts, on the operative property of the public service 
coporations should be paid to such counties, cities, towns and districts by 
the State Controller in the months of October and March on the presenta- 
tion of certified claims. For the payment of these claims the legislature, 
by Chapter 602, Statutes of 1911, appropriated $1,500,000, of which 
$650,000 became available for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1912, and 
$850,000 for the following fiscal year. 

This simpler method of the State collecting the full gross earnings 
taxes and paying the bond taxes to the local units out of this appropria- 
tion has proven satisfactory. 

Although the first half of these bond taxes was to have been paid by 
the State in October, claims have not been received from all cities and 
districts entitled to a refund and many of the claims presented require 
corrections before they can be paid. Claims for bond taxes to the extent 
of $344,252.49 have been presented, the first half of which has been paid. 
Other claims pending and estimates for cities and districts not yet heard 
from amount to $305,869.82. This makes a total of $650,122.31, which 
is the estimated amount of bond tax payments due from the State for 
the year 1911-12. The reports of the officials of the counties, cities, 
towns and districts show that on November 8, 1910, the amount of 
bonds outstanding for which the State is liable to pay the taxes falling 
on the operative property of the corporations was $77,682,312.28. The 
amount of principal reported due on these bonds during the year 1911 



